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Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 29 November 2006 . 
2a)[>3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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6) M Claim(s) 1, 5-8 is/are rejected. 

7) {Z\ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

Applicant's amendment of November 29, 2006 does not render the application 
allowable. 

Status of Objections and Rejections 

All rejections from the previous office action are withdrawn in view of Applicant's 
amendment. 

New grounds of rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are necessitated by the 
amendments. 

Ciaim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. .1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1, 5 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kasajima et al. (Electrochemical Intercalation/Deintercalation of Lithium at an 
Isotropic Graphite in a LiBr-KBr-CsBr Eutectic Melt) in view of Neipert et al. 

Regarding claims 1 and 8, Kasajima et al. teach a molten salt bath for 
electrodeposition, containing lithium bromide, potassium bromide, and cesium bromide 
with the respective mole fraction of 56.1, 18.9 and 25.0 (see Experimental section), 
wherein a sum of the mole fraction of said lithium bromide and a mole fraction of said 
cesium bromide is 81.1 (= 56.1+25), which is within the range of the instant claim, with 
respect to the entire said molten salt bath, and a mole fraction of said lithium bromide to 
said cesium bromide is about 2.2 (= 56.1/25), which is within the range of the instant 
claim. With respect to the limitation of using the bath for electroforming, the limitation is 
an intended use of the instant invention and, thus, is not given patentability weight. 

Kasajima et al. differ from the instant claims in that the reference does not 
explicitly teach the specific metal product of the instant claim. 

Neipert et al. teach a method of producing titanium metal using a molten salt bath 
containing lithium bromide and cesium bromide (column 2 lines 44). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the bath of Kasajima et al. to form the titanium 
metal of Neipert et al., because titanium can be formed economically at low temperature 
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using the molten mixture of Kasajima et al. as suggested by Neipert et al. (column 1 
lines 17-35 of Neipert et al.). 

Regarding claim 5, the molten salt bath of Kasajima et al. has a eutectic 
composition, since it has the same composition as that of the instant claim. 

Claims 6-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kasajima et al. in view of Uriu et al. and Neipert et al. 

Regarding claim 6, Kasajima et al. teach an electrodepositing method and a 
molten salt bath for electrodeposition, containing lithium bromide, potassium bromide, 
and cesium bromide with the respective mole fraction of 56.1, 18.9 and 25.0 (see 
Experimental section), wherein a sum of the mole fraction of said lithium bromide and a 
mole fraction of said cesium bromide is 81.1 (= 56.1+25), which is within the range of 
the instant claim, with respect to the entire said molten salt bath, and a mole fraction of 
said lithium bromide to said cesium bromide is about 2.2 (= 56.1/25), which is within the 
range of the instant claim. With respect to the limitation of using the bath for 
electroforming, the limitation is an intended use of the instant invention and, thus, is not 
given patentability weight. 

Kasajima et al. differ from the instant claim in that the reference does not 
explicitly teach a resist to selectively mask the substrate or the specific metal product of 
the instant claim. 

Uriu et al. teach a method of manufacturing a metal product, comprising the 
steps of: forming a resist pattern on a conductive substrate and exposing a portion of 
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said conductive substrate (example 1); immersing said conductive substrate having said 
resist pattern formed into an electrolytic bath for electroforming; and precipitating a 
metal at a portion where said conductive substrate is exposed. 

Neipert et al. teach a method of producing titanium metal using a molten salt bath 
containing lithium bromide and cesium bromide (column 2 lines 44). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the method of Kasajima et al. by using the resist 
pattern of Uriu et al., because using a resist pattern would allow selective deposition of 
a metal on the exposed area of a conductive substrate. It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have further 
modified the method of Kasajima et al. by forming the metal product of Neipert et al., 
because titanium can be formed economically at low temperature using the molten 
mixture of Kasajima et al. as suggested by Neipert et al. (column 1 lines 17-35 of 
Neipert et al.). 

Regarding claim 7, Kasajima et al. teach the molten salt bath is set to 523K (or 
250° C). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants' arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground (s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the 
applicant's disclosure. Tokumoto teaches a method of electrodepositing titanium metal 
using a fused salt bath containing metal halides (column 1 lines 29-40). 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 
706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 
1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Luan V. Van whose telephone number is 571-272-8521 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nam Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-1342. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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